IDEALISTIC   THOUGHT   OF   INDIA
This difficulty in understanding dharma is to be found not only
in Buddhism but also in Hindu orthodox philosophy. Dharma
means a law of nature; but it also means a social law, the varna-
iramadharma or the rule of caste and dsrama] the moral or the
Ought, e.g. the dharma of ahimsa or non-violence; good acts like
charity, etc.; the nature of things like manodharma or the nature
of mind and vastudharma or the nature of things. Bhimacharya
Jaalakikar in his Nydyakosa gives three main meanings of the
word. It means the adheyapaddrtha, anything that exists on
something else and characterizes it. It need not be merely a
quality like colour but a substantial thing as well. Secondly, it
means a quality or property. It may be that by virtue of which
man obtains prosperity or liberation; or a special cause of happi-
ness, an unseen entity (adrsta) gained by the performance of one's
duties; or meritorious acts like charity. Thirdly, it means that
which prompts one to action. This is the view of the Mimansakas.
Of them, again, Kumarila thinks that dharma is sacrifice, etc*
(ydgddi); and Prabhakara that it is merit called apurva. The last
is a peculiar quality which the agent gets by the performance of
sacrifices, or a state into which the sacrifice enters before fructifi-
cation. The first corresponds to the purely descriptive law,
because the descriptive law is the description of some charac-
teristics, qualities or properties. The third corresponds to the
Ought; it is a law which is a religious or moral injunction. The
second seems to combine the features of the first and the third,
because it means some property acquired by obeying the Ought.
Is there nothing common to all these meanings ? Why have the
Hindus and the Buddhists alike used the word dharma in so
many different senses? How could the disciples of Buddha under-
stand him, if the word bore so many different senses?
We find similar phenomena even in Western thought. Does
matter mean the same thing in the history of European thought?
Do all the Western psychologists mean the same by the word
mind? Or to take a more important idea, the idea of the real. By
this word certainly all the Western philosophers do not mean the
same thing. Nay, it does not mean the same thing even in the
same philosophical system, for instance, of Bradley. Dewey finds
not less than half a dozen meanings of the word in Bradley's
philosophy. It may be true that the connotation changes as the
philosophical system develops. But as the connotation changes,
it must be admitted, the denotation also changes. For deeper
284